The authors introduce and discuss a theory that looks at a contemporary Russian society as a community rapidly losing skills necessary for successful cross-cultural communication which entails not only the ability to communicate in the international space, but also knowledge related to cultural characteristics, national traditions, customs and history of different nations that is essential in building a cognitive basis for developing respectful relations to other national cultures and their representatives. It is the knowledge and understanding of other nation's features and culture that forms the basis for developing the culture of interethnic dialogue. The purpose of the paper is to distinguish the factors that contributed to the destruction of the interethnic communication culture and tolerance crisis in the modern multiethnic space society. It is closely connected with a task of determining the conditions that could bring to the regeneration of interethnic communication as it is now considered the most important strategy for ensuring civilizational security. The polyphonic approach to study interethnic communication problems has been used as in a study to provide insights for the variable and subjective understanding of this phenomenon from the point of view of its integrity, versatility, variability, consistency, equivalence and equality of all the components of this phenomenon items. The authors have identified a number of factors that influence intensively the degradation process in interethnic communication. These factors include the destruction of a single international ideology, growth of national extremism, lack of effective national policy of the Russian state and the monoethnization in the national republics of Russia. The authors introduce their view on the principles of regeneration of the interethnic dialogue culture which imply the need for knowledge and understanding of traditions related to interethnic communication participants, understanding and improving relationships between ethnic groups, equality of the parties of communication, recognition of equal rights and obligations within the borders of the common civilization, a system of institutions involved in the reproduction process and ensuring its effectiveness.
Introduction
One of the most problematic aspects in the system of social relations interethnic relations is associated with interethnic relations. They are full of conflicts, contradictions, prejudices, mistakes, resentments, but at the same time, they have a huge integrative potential for Russian society to be used in the construction of a new Russia, ensure the spiritual and material well-being of the Russian people and to overcome civilizational risks (Toynbee, 2009 ) threatening the very existence of Russia as a multinational and original civilization. It is not the first time that this country is at the turning point of the history when consolidation and unity are needed to deliver a bright future to Russia, resist the insidious nationalism which has become the source of evil and greed (Zhdanov, 2012) . According to Y.G. Volkov (2011) who linked implementation prospects of the opportunities to the process of developing a creative society, Russian society is a society of unrealized opportunities. Many of Russian citizens would agree to this, though understand that multinational population of Russia with all its ethnic diversity is capable of making a breakthrough. One can hardly estimate the scale of a historical challenge that Russia is facing today. In fact, it is only possible to take into account the civilizational specifics of Russian society, the transformational peculiarities of its civilizational characteristics and make some sort of a high-accuracy prediction related to scenarios of its further civilizational development (Held, 1995) . However, the risk of a civilizational collapse of Russia induces an urgent need to find mechanisms to prevent this negative option after which the Russian civilization might become 'a thing of the past'. The basic civilizational characteristic of the Russian civilization as a civilization developing at the crossroads of Europe, the Middle East and Central Asia is the multi-ethnic character of its population. This feature is the basis of cultural diversity and cultural identity of Russia, but in the conditions of ethnic disintegration and conflict, it also becomes a source of civilizational security risks and, hence, implies the need for a deep socio-philosophical study of interethnic communication as an important aspect of Russian civilization. Historical patterns of development allow to predict the potential for regeneration of interethnic communication culture in the new civilizational reality of the country and under the conditions of developing a new civilizational identity of Russians. The phenomenon of interethnic communication culture is not something new, it is an essential feature of Soviet society. Before we develop our ideas about the regeneration of interethnic communication culture in modern Russia, it is necessary to identify culture destruction factors related to interethnic communication in this country in order to objectively present a strategy used to build and maintain the culture of interethnic communication.
Literature Review
The interdisciplinary nature of the phenomenon would enable a polyphonic approach to study the problems of interethnic communication and variable-subjective understanding of this phenomenon in terms of its integrity, versatility, variability, consistency, equivalence and equality of all the components of this phenomenon items. Solving the problem of civilizational security of Russia is connected with the theory of world-systems and their security (Braudel, 2008) with all its diversity (the theory of spiritual, demographic, political, national, cultural, national security) and emphasis on the theory of civilizational security (Aksit, 2006; Velieva et al., 2018) . The ideas related to the topic and proposed in the works of Russian scientists have also been used to prove it (Yakovenko, 2006; Akhiezer, 1997; Paltsev, 2012) . The concept of civilizational identity has been also used (Lipkin, 2009) in interpreting a civilizational community from the point of view of its central meaning (ideals and higher values) forming a so-called "semantic core" which is incommensurable. The last feature creates difficulties in understanding of culture and life of one civilization by another despite the fact that there is a problem-free understanding between the members of the both within the boundaries of this civilization. This is what makes the foundation for introducing innovations, the spread of technological, ideological, political values and ideas, as well as interethnic communication culture. In other words, interethnic communication culture is based on common civilizational values and meanings (Greber, 2018) , and identification of them is the main task to deal with when solving the problem of successful regeneration of interethnic communication culture. In our concept, the culture of interethnic communication is an important mechanism for creating a new civilizational identity of Russians on the basis of civilizational, ethnocultural and civil attitudes of the community.
To discuss this concept, we need to disclose what "civilizational identity" means, as it is a central notion. Here we will start from the interpretation of civilizational identity concept proposed by A. Lipkin (2009) , a Russian philosopher, who uses the concept of national community for its operationalization. Civilizational community, according to his view, has a civilizational spiritual core (which determines the meaning of life and its highest values) and sub-civilizational spiritual systems which are close to the common civilizational matrix, compared to the national community with its national culture. A. Lipkin (2009) proposes to take into consideration existing central/core meanings (ideals and the highest values) forming a so-called "semantic core", which is incommensurable and creates difficulties in understanding of a certain civilization's culture and life by another civilization. Within the boundaries of the civilization there is a quick and easy mutual understanding between its members (representatives of different nations), and this is what is important when introducing innovations, encouraging technological, ideological, political values and ideas (Lipkin, 2009) . Since the basic semantic kernels are not subject to time and impacted by new elements in the process of socio-cultural transformation, they are prone to restoring and determining the essence and specifics of the functioning of civilization. In addition, this condition fits into the methodological framework of neo-institutional theory, in particular, the theory of institutional matrices (Kirdina, 2000) , and we can argue that, having passed through the transformation process, the culture of interethnic communication acquires a new content and is regenerated under the conditions of interethnic relations (Taylor, 1992) . However, the effectiveness of this process in modern Russian civilization will depend on the extent of success and completeness of the modernization process. Laws of social regeneration (Zinoviev, 2007) , civilizational development (Lipkin, 2009 ) and functioning of institutional matrices (Kirdina, 2000) facilitate the process of drawing a conclusion that restoration of the positive potential of interethnic communication culture in Russia may be considered as a true probability and should be based on historical cultural material, i.e. the experience of interethnic communication formed on the basis of the civilization spiritual core which determines the meaning of life and the highest values in society and provides unhindered understanding between its members within the boundaries of Russian civilization.
Results and Discussion
The peculiarity of the current situation can be characterized by the nations' focus on their own culture rather than broaden the outlook at the expense of information about other nations living in the same country. Therefore, the very socio-cultural basis of interethnic communication is being destroyed and the culture of interethnic communication is being intensively destructed under the influence of a number of factors:  destruction of a single international ideology, i.e. "Friendship of Peoples" policy in the Soviet Union, that contributed greatly to the collapse of the system of international socialization when young people respected international values and national traditions and characteristics of each nation in the union;  destruction of the Soviet identity that ensured every individual to belong to a single whole, regardless of their national specifics, and maintain national feelings and attitudes of a national group or ethnic group;  growth of national extremism and terrorism affecting the image of the peoples in the most negative way, some representatives of them implementing extremist practices (especially distinctive in this respect are radical Islamists whose terrorist activities discredit the image of Muslim peoples, forms a negative attitude towards them as well as generates internal ethnic contradictions);  lack of effective national policy in the Russian state that caused the so-called national question in the country to be open;  monoethnization of the national republics of Russia that caused reduction of interethnic interaction and limiting it to intraethnic contacts, loss of skills for interethnic communication and decrease in the number of interethnic marriages (in the regions with a high level of mixed ethnicity marriages they were a source of intercultural impact and ensured strong interethnic relations);  the spread of ethnocentrism ideology in national regions of the Russian Federation accompanied with a collapse of internationalist ideology and growth of ethnoregionalist one. Many Russian researchers have pointed out that there is a decrease in tolerance and culture of interethnic communication on the territory of modern multinational Russia (Vereshchagin, 2009; Gafurov, Khaydarov, Makhmutov, 2010; Fedyunina, 2012; Yarskaya, 2012) . 'Multinational' means a territory where different nations coexisted and interacted with varying degrees of effectiveness for centuries, and eventually contributed to the formation of a strong multi-ethnic Russian state. Today, the positive culture experience of interethnic communication in Russia has been destructed. This is evident due to such phenomena taking place as the growth of aggression, ill-will, cruelty, indifference, irritation and cultural alienation in relations between the different peoples of our country. A conflict version of the country development, in our opinion, is proof that some sort of anti-culture is being created here and threatening the civilizational security of the Russian state. We can provide data to confirm this position, however, we'd like to note that the situation in the field of actual interethnic relations and their perception in Russia is very contradictory. On the one hand, the growth of nationalism in Russia has been recorded and this is manifested in the fact that the majority of Russians, as shown by a survey of the Levada Center, advocate for residence restriction for people belonging to a number of nations (Russians on migration and ethnic tension, 2018). Only 11% of respondents, 2013, believed that "there should not be imposed any restriction on the residence of any nations" in Russia. However, on the other hand, according to the results of the study carried out by Institute of Sociology of Russian Academy of Sciences (RAS), 47% of Russians are convinced that Russia is a common home for many peoples and they influence each other; all peoples should have equal rights, no one should have any advantages (Analytical report, RAS). However, it should be also added that 31% of the respondents believe that Russians, making up the majority of the country's population, should have more rights, and this indicates nationalist tendencies in Russia. Scientists think is that despite the prevailing opinion that Russia is a common home for many peoples (nations) is gradually getting less and less support (Analytical report, RAS); this is evidenced by the abovementioned data: in 1995, the number of supporters of this point of view decreased from 65% to 47% which is very significant for a large country, especially given the fact that the number of those who adhere to the position that, though Russia is a multinational country, the Russians, making up the majority, should have more rights because they bear the main responsibility for the fate of the people on the whole, has doubled. In general, according to the authoritative opinion of a Russian academician M.K. Gorshkov (2011) , the development of events in a negative scenario is possible, because we should take into account that aggressive feelings and their localization are growing, and they are associated with real and serious "sons-of-the-soil" conflicts quite real in some regions of Russia.
This position may be supported by another study of the Institute of Sociology of the Russian Academy of Sciences, "Twenty years of reforms through the eyes of Russians" (2011). Its findings indicate a quite strong hostile attitude of Russians to certain ethnic groups. The reason for this, as the study showed, is that "people of a different culture behave as if they own this land", i.e. are 'sons-of-the-soil' here (63%); 39% believe that the cause of interethnic hostility is directly connected with "differences in people's behavior, their way of living" (Analytical report, RAS). A major conclusion made as a result of the study conducted by RAS is that the twenty years that the country had lived in the post-Soviet reality after the collapse of the USSR revealed a high level of interethnic conflict; the situation in the field of interethnic communication had not changed for the better, i.e. we can hardly talk about the readiness of nations to communicate with representatives of other nationalities in Russia (Analytical report, RAS). But we want to draw a reader's attention to balancing of opinions and positions of Russians on the issue of national and interethnic relations in the country; this reflects, on the one hand, the growth of nationalist trends, and on the other, a very positive attitude to the multinational population of Russia, as it is evidenced by the results of the survey of is RAS according to which one of the main ideas that can unite Russia is the idea of the nations united to solve global problems (Gorshkov, 2011) threatening humanity, and, presumably, first of all, Russia. More than twenty years have passed since the collapse of the USSR, and many peoples of Russia still have been perceiving this phenomenon as a disaster (Gorshkov, 2011) . As the research shows, the scanty part of Russian citizens considers the collapse of the USSR as a positive phenomenon. Therefore, nostalgic sentiments are still hovering in Russian society and, moreover, increase with the preservation of crisis factors in the functioning of the new Russian state and the growth of risk factors in the social development of the country. The culture of interethnic communication is a process conditioned by the entire historical development of interethnic relations in society (Huntington, 2015) . In this regard, it is not necessary to treat certain historical events and facts scornfully, especially if they are negative, since the history of the people displays historical moments associated with interethnic communication and forms their own perception of another nation endowed with specific features, properties, characteristics. The history of interethnic relations with their positive and negative moments is remembered for a long time passing down from generation to generation (Gegel, Frolova, 2007) . It is natural to remember inter-ethnic conflicts full of negativity related to the period of Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR. The most acute conflicts on national grounds seem to have been left behind but empirical data show that there has been a new surge in ethnic tension and deterioration in inter-ethnic relations in recent years; they may be caused by an increase in national extremist activity and terrorism in some regions of the country. Today, Russia seems not to know where to go, which direction and idea to choose, and for what purpose. This is clearly evidenced by the strategy of the revival of archaic elements belonging to Russian history and the attempt of their "implantation" in the social fabric of modern society (for example, the revival of the Russian nobility, Cossacks, as well as certain symbols, ideology and ritualism). In other words, A.A. Zinoviev (2007) was right when he claimed that Russia appeared to retreat two steps back in its development; in fact, to make the leap forward but failed because the path, or track, chosen did not correspond to its historical trajectory and logic of development, as well as civilizational specifics and institutional nature. A.A. Zinoviev (2007) , a Russian philosopher and writer, interpreted the modern Russian society as a sort of mutation (a hybrid) formed on the ruins of the Soviets, the reanimation of the pre-revolutionary feudalism and borrowed elements of Westernism, called the post-Soviet (Zinoviev, 2007) .
Reanimation of Russia based on Russia's Soviet and pre-Soviet past experience had practically to no effect, is no longer relevant. Moreover, it hinders Russia's progressive development forward. But there is something urgent that really needs to be restored: within the framework of the social regeneration law, the culture of interethnic communication has a chance for its reinstitutionalization in new conditions and different principles of developing the interethnic relations. With regard to the culture of interethnic communication that was destroyed during the period of the collapse of international ideology accompanying the dissolution of the USSR, the social regeneration law can be considered as a positive phenomenon since the restoration of the culture of interethnic communication is a vital condition for the functioning of Russian civilization. However, as far as the transmitters of the Soviet interethnic communication are still alive, there is a chance to revive its value and pass on the basic foundations of the culture of "friendship of peoples" to new post-Soviet generations which proved (in our opinion) to be hardly dependent on national policy officially pursued in the country and on its doctrinal provisions. Currently, there is no better way to unite a multi-national Russian society than "friendship of peoples" idea about a tolerant and friendly attitude to the cultures of all nations. Overcoming of imitation tendencies in the development of social, political, educational, cultural, economic spheres of Russian society is an essential condition for success in interethnic communication regeneration. Unfortunately, imitation technologies, having become the kind of a synonym for Russian modernization, testify to functional incapacity and destructiveness of the existing government incapable of realizing and implementing civilizational and identification intentions of Russia as they let it develop just on the basis of historical inertia within the community of the peoples inhabiting the country. All other conditions for regeneration of the culture of interethnic communication (formation of a single state ideology in the framework of the spiritual nature of Russian civilization; countering national extremism; promoting patriotism, especially among the youth, etc.) cannot be provided outside delimitation process, otherwise, in the near future, Russian civilization itself may become a historical simulation. Only the culture of dialogue between peoples can become the basis to build the culture of interethnic communication and a new, stable and effective civilizational identity (Orekhovskaya et al, 2017) . The following basic principles of interethnic dialogue may be distinguished:  awareness, knowledge and understanding of traditions, cultural characteristics of the nation that is a partner in the current cross-cultural communication;  respect for traditions, culture, national achievements and national dignity of other ethnics;  equality of the parties of interethnic communication with recognition of equal rights and obligations within the borders of a single civilization (Andrews et al., 2017) , a single state and society;  the high value of interethnic communication forming a request for interethnic contacts and responsible for a positive background in their implementation;  a system of institutions involved in the development of regeneration of interethnic communication culture and their efficiency (family education, interethnic education, effective national policy, the ideology).
Conclusion
The authors hold to a stance that notwithstanding the conflict potential in interethnic relations mainly caused by the growth of terrorist activity of extremist forces, there is still a strong attitude in Russia to consider tolerance as an important factor in establishing peace in society. But, unfortunately, the attitude appeared to have a tendency to reduce, that is why it is important for today's Russia not to miss the historical chance to stop the process of degradation in interethnic relations and take advantage of applying the supported positive attitude to inter-ethnic communication' significance to enhance inter-ethnic community dialogue and collaboration. It is evident that Russia needs a new civilizational identification system that is able to cover the highest civilizational values, do not diminish the dignity and importance of particular nations' values. Such values include patriotism, paternalism, spirituality, irrationality as the basic values in the civilizational matrix of Russian society which have always set the direction and specific character to the development process in this country.
